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I, Introduction .o . , ot »

The University of Carlfornla, as one of the Land Grant instltuthns estab-

> lished by the Morrill Act of 1862, ‘has trad1tlona11y been responsible for support .

and ma1ntenance of the State s agrlcu/tural sectox, The Un1vers1ty has received ' ’

Federal assistance towards this end through the- Hatch Act of 1887 2 and the ‘ o

Smith-Lever Act of 1914, > A

This paper examines the University of Californfa's cnhnty-levef extensioen

component ; spec1f1ca11y focuslng on Cooperative Extens1on spec1allzatlons,

budgets, and manpower and their "fit" with the social and agrlcultural condi-

tions of - the counties within which they are located, ( . AR .
. ; .o, , ny A

-IIv’ Background ‘ ’ . : ey

- ) ' . L

]

The University of California's Cooperative Extension efforts grew out of the

"Parmers' Institute" act1v;t1es conducted by its College of Agrlc lture durisg
the 1890's.and early 1900! s. These Institutes broadened the format of agrlcultural

research d1ssem1natlon from one stressing wrltten reports (taking the formfo

cultural Experlment Statlon bulletins.and art1c1es submitted to scientific Journals

and'agricultural perlodicals) to one whigch. owed for d1rect commuriication between
Y

the agricultural researchers and the ‘farmers themselves. This contact took the *

form of lectures and questlon-and-answer sessions held in agricultural communities ,

throughout the State, 4 S I

The weakness of the "Farmers' Instituté" idea was that it did'not go far .
enough: there was no accompanying f1e1d demonstration of this information that
would allow the farmers to see its actual value. The University at that time.did .
not have the budget nor the fmanpower to undertake this aspect of dissemination
until one of the Callfornla county governments allocated’ money to the Unlverslty

-

in 1913 to provrde for someone to work year-around on local agricultural problems

‘ | ]

using demonstrational and organlzatlonal technlques. ]
, *This initial thrust was augmented the follow1ng year with passage in the

:Unlted States Congress of the Smith-Lever Act which estab11shed State Agr1cu1tura1 :
Extension Services to give "instruction and pract1ca1 demonstrations in agrlcul-

tural and h0me economics and subjects relating thereto to persons not attending

or resident in sdid colleges in the several commupities, and imparting information
C ; -~

: “ . R NPT 0 . 6
on gaid subjects through demonstrations, publicatioms, and Dthérw1se." .
. Sy .




Over the next sixty-two -years these local-]evel efforts‘would expand f&om one
county agent (adv1sor) who handled any and all agricultural and community-related

problems to scores of Extension Spec1alists respon31ble for spegific areas of

. county agricultural and_ social concerns.' . Lt ' )
Yoo ] o ¢ . . \V . \
g ) . ) e ) o |
) 11T, Methodology - o -
T . ) ) . . . . > «

County~level data was gathered on both the agricultural and sbcial conditioms .
" and the»Un1vers1ty of Callfornlg s Cooperative Extension spec1allzatlons, budgets, ’
and manpower to measure thefemplrlcal relatiogship that exists between the twp. . _
Lo The agricultural and social‘data are treated as 1ndependent variables (x), while .
‘the Cooperatiwe Extension information are the dependént variables (y)

It is hypeothesized that there is a pos1t1ve-relatlonship between ‘the various
‘Cooperative Extension inputs (i.es speclalazatlons, manpower and budgets) and the

. agricultural and social needs at the county level, ‘That #s. to say, the, local-
level (ooperative ExtenS1on activities are addresslng the agr1cultural and soc1al

.

y, goncerns of California counties, ° .o . o
‘ b In’ °upport of this hypothesis is the fact that Cooperatlve Extension has been "/

,in cont1nual operatlon 1n many California counties for over f1fty years, and
through ‘this Tong association it has become 1nt1mately aware of local problems,
4 resources and conditicns, That the University of California’ s extension component‘

has historically modified and éxpanded its areas of expertise to deal w1th~chang1ng

. , V-
¢ - ' '
ST cﬁrcumstances is seen in the follow1ng table: 7 . : e
L , . ; .
: \/) > - e es m s w ..':- - --- “w e o e b * ~/‘>,\-' PN :
- - . : . . ) 5 .
+ - Insert Table 1 here- . 4 . A
# . . N < ) . 4 N
13 . ~ - '\, 2
T T TR PR X T i
A4 T \

The-sources of data for the county-level agricultural and social jnformation

-are: (a) the U.S, “Bureau of the Census' Census of Agriculture, 1969; (b) the U,S, «

Bureau of the Census' County and City Data Book, 1972; and.(e) the State-of - ‘ 4.

[X ) ’ .
] .Calafornla s Po ulatlon_Research Unit Reports, 5 . , &
~ i

Cooperative Extension data comes from (a) the University of California's 19%6 .

edition of the Cooperatlve Extension Personnel Directory,. and (b) the Office .of the '
) ) \
Associate Dtrector of Cooperative Extension, . ’

¢ . 4‘5"

it is noted that the agricultural and soc1al data are taken from a period .
four to seven years prior to the Cooperative Exten51on data This difference o ’

allows sufficient time. for the former 1nformation to be assimllated into the Uni~

d .
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ooperative Extension efforts in Ca11forn1a cquntles. e s
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~ County-Level Agr1cu1tura1 and Soc1a1 Data

In an unpublished paptr by D. MacCannell he uses census data to isolat
th_/e—agrlcultural -social factors that characterize the Zounties®of Califormia, .

Table 2 presents these factors and ?ﬂelr respectlve variable loadings:

‘ . - . . . . . ) [

Each of these factors is. br1ef1y descr1bed below, along with some of the h1ghest

loadlng variables in each factor. MacCannell characterlzes his factors as fol-" -~

L . L4

1ows. - 1 : . ..,

- ® .

'. Factor 1: Modern Rational Aericul ture . /- ' ,

ThlS factor is the strongest in California- agrlculture, exp1a1n1ng 56 .5 per.’

A factor load1ng is a correlation between a variabl® and a ..

L

cent of the Varlance.
- _factor, The variables loading most heavily onto Fagtor 1 are 1nd1cators of
ratlonal economic pract1ces, scientific procedures, high productlon levels, and fyll

/utlllzatlon of agrlcultural land and laboro The specifiq vari@bles and their factor

_loadings are listed below: =~ - . . Y
Variable . " _ ' Loading i
Number of farms irrigated in 1969 \ . W94 ) ‘ ’
°  Number of farms where hired workers worked less than 7
150 days in 1969 7.e93 ~ .
.. Number of farms with expenses greater than $ 40,000 .
A © . in 1969 . . .94
e Number of farms where operators°d1d not reside on .
the land ‘ W91 A
Value of crops seld ' -, .89 . v
- Value of agricultural products . .88 .
* Farms receiving income (subs1drﬁs) from government ) -
o payments . «69 .
- \ ) )
Factor 2: Rural Isolatlon and Poverty '

#

JA second/factor which ‘is qu1te strong 1n Ca11forn1a, explaining thirty-three

per cent of the var1ance, suggests a set of social arrangements which are ne1ther

. o yggricultural nor urban, ° ‘Obr research shows it to be characterized by poor fam111es

’

P .
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and Hwellings,

scattered.pver the countryside, and not integrated with existing’
. . 4
‘communities or

the agricultural economy.

\

This is clearly the rural isolation and
as seen below:

poverty factor
. .

-~
L4
’ D

~ Al 4

. Variable 5o \\\ , ~ "Loading .
er cent of families with income{}ess than § 3,000 *+
per .year . 7 ' . » 69
Per ceﬁt\of families W1th fncome above § 25,000 ) “
per, yéar tL.72 :
' Per cent of housing built.prior to 1950: ' %56 L
. Per cent of housing with substandard plumbing , .65
- Per cent of homes with food freezer <o W77 fa .
] Per cent of homes with telephone avallable -.82
) Median family farm income t. “ . =51 ’
Per cent/of the population con51dered urban’ -85 ___ -
Per cent of towns with populations under 10,000 . f .85 — .
Per cent of the population considered rural i
) non-farm ‘ .82 .
. Per cent of the lebor force empldyed ¢ o 49

b -

Factor 3:
, This

Trad1t10na1 Fawllz,Farmlng ¢

third factor is not strong statlstlcally in contemporary Callfornla, ac-
'

counting for only ten per ¢ent of the varlancee

Nonetheless, it is important in

4 . . .
other ways: it is the shrinkiug'empirical basis for our most widely-held stereo¥ype.

-

.+ The factor is comprised of a complex of mainly family farms, where the owner-,

.
o
N '
: ©

of rural Amenlca. N

.

operators, using older equipment, eke out a decent, but by no mﬁans extravagant,

life by hard work; years of experience, and a certain. amount of skeptlclsm over new

N -

techniques:” . . > ‘
L 3

X . Loading .

Per cent of .total county acreage devoted to -

Variable ’

.

family farms L. "\ .61 . .
® Per cent of population over 65 years of age - o 54.
: Per cent of farms w1th sales less than $ 10,000 |, . A
S per year  ° > 1 : 270
"~ - Per cent.of farm fractors built afcer 1964 - . :259-
W Per cent ’of total county acreage devoted .to S
- ©  corporate farms . g -.51
. Medign fam;ly farm income . }'\)' . 43 .

¢ \\< .
+

}actor scores were-obtalned u51ng the PA% option Bf the SBSS computer statis~
tical package w1th varimax rotation, Table 3 uhows the zero-order correlations,

means, "and standard devlatmons “of thg Cooperatvve Extenqlou dependent variables:

,
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The Factor séores derived from tﬁe twenty—four variables llSted<1ﬁ Table\Z ,
_ are treated as the 1¥degendent (predlqgiye) var1ab1es in the multfple tregression
analys1s discussed latgg in the paper. T . .o ]
. ' P TN LA
V. County-Letve}l Cogperative Extension Data . o D
Specializations . T car . .

N - - [}

Data obtained from the Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn1a s 1976 Cooperative Extenslon . Y

Personnel Directory reflecLs that institution's county-level spec1allzatlon mix,

and seems to group 1nto three distinct types. Extension specialists toncerned

with general agrlcultural sub]ects such as livestock, range, vegetsables, SOllS, - *

irrigation, etc, speciallsts involved with spec1f1c agricul tural commodlties or

areas such as da1ry, grapes- cotton, etc}. and specialists involved in socdalr o

activities such as 4-H, family and consumer sciences, nutrition,, home economics,

b1i 9 o - -
‘public servicey etc, D > %

-

Guttman Scales for each. of these three spec1allzatlon types were attempted

with limited success. The social program speciallzation type yields the follow1ng

.

o .

scale: . ' .

. . ) * . Al ’

Insert Table 4 here o

- e

U \ - .
A

.

County-fevel specializations in both|the general agricuiture and the specific o
commodity-area types do not result in good Guttman Scales. T?is is‘perhaps doe.to .
the fact that Ca%ifornia is a highly dlfferentiated state both geographically and
agriculturally, é d it is impossible to characterize-it in terms of-a single oasic
agricultural co?p1e¥mas one might charactefiée‘the dairying areas of Wigsconsin, -

the corn and‘hogefa s of Iowa, or the range cattle complex of the Southwest. 10 -

Whereas sope Ca11fornt///ounties have a divers1f1ed agricultural crop mix others °.a~

are very specialized w1th only one or two major erops, Since scaﬂe scores cannot
be obtaxned for the two Cooperative Extension specialization: types mentioned above,

11 .
their respective index scores are used instead . \ .

‘ : \
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Manpower and Budgets

vt . .
> .

_Dependent variable data in addition to the specialization information diséussed

above are also obtained on budgetary and manpower support for county-level Coopera-

tive Extension‘activities from var;pus levels of government. This data reglects

supgort (a) from the county, (b) from the Un1Ver31ty of Ca11forn1a, and ()’ from
12 ~
the.Federal govermnent. .

-
. . . .'

- P

*  The relationship between agricultural and social conditions (the independent,.

variables) and Cooperative Extension specializat;ons,'budgets and manpower (the

. dependent var1ab1es) at the county-level is now examined using qPSS multiple

\

regressfbn program techniques,” ° - R

VI, The Results . . A *

k] .
Table 5 shows the relatlonshlp between the independent and dependent varu~

ables.

.
- e = e o - o e e - - Vs .

It is clearly seen through examination of the Beta scores and the adjusted

figures that Cooperative Extension specializationg, budgets,: and manpower

correldte quite positively with the Modern Rational Agriculture factor; they show

almost no correlation with the Traditional Family Farm factor; . and they, have a

strongfnegative correlation with the Rural Isolation and\PoGerty'fattor° It is
= . "

nott. too surprising that, given the trend in California agriculture towards larger

and 1arger operations, Geoperative Extension activities at the county—level re1ate

‘-

ERIC*

ER A v 7ext Provided by ERic

quite posltlveiy to the f1rst factor,’ Cooperatlve Extension's neg11g1b1e or nega-
tive relatlonéﬁlp with the other two factors indicates that, at the very 1east,_
there are other sectors of C'llfornla society which can be better served by this .

Instlt tion, ) o , .

VII. &mpllcatlons ’ . . -

The three factors prev1ously d1scussed indicate that the agr1cu1tura1 and

social conditions of California counties require a varied approach by Cooperative

Extension administrators and county-level personnel. Thus far such an approach

- has not taken into account the varied nature of the agriculbtural and rural gec-¢

.
. . s




tors, ‘A positive step-in this direction would be the administrative analysis of
cyrrent Cgoperative Extension programs and recipients, funding priorities, ethnic

o M N
compositien of county-Tevel personnel, and the avéilabiiity of Cooperative

Extension Spec1a115ts in non- 'modern rational agriculture" areas,
16 . .
Prlvate - and public sectors-of California society are increasingly cal-

»

\ ) ling for expansion or initiation of\Cooperative Extension efforts into such

currentLy non-recognized areas as small fhmily farming, organic farming, and

P §
rural services, L : ' ' ‘<
B This analysis of local-level agricultural and social condltlons 1nd1cates
]
o that such Cooperative Extemsion involvement is warranfed. )
[ ' T .
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1@13-1920 ,

T&BLE 1

‘e - /l
G;¥wth of Cooperat1ﬂe Extens1on Subgect Matter Expert1se in Ca11forn1a

YEARS '

Pou]try

* 4-H, Home Econom1cs

~
/ \
- - I}

L4

SUBJECT MATTER EXPERTISE

Dairying, Clothing, Home Furhf§ETng§;;

\

1921-1940

. 1941-1950

1851-1960

-1961-1970

! s

1971-1976 |

’

Visual Aids, Information,’Férm Management, Nutrition,
Agricultural Engineering, Irrigation, Drainage,  Pomology,
Subtropical 'Horticulture

JMarketing and Outlook, Agronomy, Animal.Husbandry,
Forestry, Veterinary Science, Home Management, Plant
Pathology, Soils, Water; Vegetab]e Crops

Ornamenta)
Entomo]ogy

Range Minagement, Viticulture, Weed Contro]
Horticulture, Family RElations, Cotton,

Radio, TV, Consumer Marketing, Agricultural Climatology,
Apicyltyre, Enoloqy, Floriculture, Food Technology,
Nematology, Parasitoldgy, Wildland Use, Wildlife
Management, Public Affairs, Communlty Resource Development

Consumer Economics, ENEP (Expanded Nutrition and Educat1on

Program);
Program),

EFNEP (Expanded Food and Nutrition Education
Environmental Studies, Pesticide Research ~

. H1qrant Education,

Marine Resource Advisers

<
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Tnble 2, Princlpal Factor Annlysh (Varinax Rotation) of Hellurcl 113

Cnufomh a Anrfcultural and Rural Sectors

Hodern Rntional Rural Isolation ‘ Traditionsl Fam{ly o

o : JAgriculture & Poverty 4 ' Parming
1. Kumber of Farms {rrigaced {n 1969 94 - .05 - .05
2. MNumber of Fams with hired Workers .93 - .05 S § BN
working less than 150 doys per year
3, Number of Farms with expenses greater 94 - .16 - .19
than $ 40,000 PeT. yesr . “ .
4. Number of Farms having non-resident +91 Co- .23 ) - .08
operators _— A
. . '
-4
5. Value of trops‘sold, 1969 89 - .11 - %
6, Value of sgricultural products, 1969 +88 - .11 Q - ,33 9
. 3 .
7. Income from custom work w» .94 . .06 - .25
R e oo .
8. Income fren goverament payments .69 .13 \].37 *
(subsidies)! )
9 Medten f2hily farw tncome - .14 - 51 43
10, Per ceunt of the Population consiflered = «0 .82 32
' rurel non-fara
11. ¥er cent of the Population.that is .26 - ,85 -3
—_—2
urban
© . / .
12, Per cent of families with inceme less «29 .69 19
than § 3,000 per year
13, Per cent of fm;ﬂxes.with income - .12 . - .72 - .13
greater than § 25,000 per year . '
)
14, Per cent of towns with populstions - .03 .85 v . .10 .
under 10,000 ’ 'M
SN ’
15, FPer cent of housidg that was built - .01 .56 ' - 03
prior to 1950 * .
16, I;cr cent of housing w{th sub~standard - ,14 65 .02
plunbing ' ""—" N 3
3 . - -
17, Per cent of homes with kood freezer - .25 W77 ".20
18, Per cent of homes with té}cphone .08 - 82 .16 N .
+ available Ve s ,
19, Per cent of the lnbor'forcle cuployed - ,09 .49 .25
20, Per ent of total acresze d;votcd to T - ,29 .36 .61
fani y farming, 1969 . —
21, Per cent of tocal acreage devoted to .13 - .17 - .51 «
gorporate faming, 1969
22, Per cent of the Population over 65 - .06 40 «54 -
. Years of age !
i o
23  Per cent of farms with sales less - «28 e - .08 .70
then § 10,000 per yesr ; - N
.t t
24, Per cent of farms having tractors .25 - b8 - .59
built during or after 1965 ' .
' . ' 10.3"
Percent of the verlance explained $6.5 33.2

KOTE: Thie {8 the pritcipal factor analysis vhich derives from the common factor model,
It utilizes the PA2 option of the SPSS computer statiatical package, .

SSURCES: Variables ,cl« 8,
. 9-:13
14

e

15-19

20-21

22
,23-24

Census of Arriculture, 1969

County & Cftv Data Book, 1972

|-

State of California, California City & Unincorporated

Place Names luly 1, 1973
County & Citv Data Book, 1972

Census of Acrfculture, 1969
unty & City Data Book, 1972
Inau- of A-riculture, 1969
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\-‘ . ' ¢ ) - ' - ' * . % ’ 4
-, - Table 3, 2ero-Order correlations, means, and standard deviations for dependent variables: ‘ r A
. Cooperative Extens{on support ‘level for California Counties’ . . - .o ‘
» . N : . ] ’ ’ - ,‘ (\
U . * /' - ) ° ~
Varisbles .Y RE Yj - ’Yl; Yg Yg Y7 Yg Yg Y10 Y11 Y12 Y S.D. N
1 o P . | - ] \Q‘ - ) .
s . e » .
Socfal Program ¥ i. .39 .62 60 . .59 .56 .5% .54 .47 .61 .46 .59 2,66 1.59 -
Scale’ Score (Y‘I) . ‘ . .
. ' - ¢ . \; - . » ¢ Q
Crop Diversity T, 1, .72 ~68 072 .72 46 .50 .51 .48 . .38 AT L 2,79, 2,92 .
Index Score (Y2) ] . - ) M ‘ . -
Total QOunty - . . -, . W . ' .
Budget 1976 77 (Y3) ., 4 .97 .88‘ .62 . 72 o713 \ .68 62, .69 80815.91  64740,98
F.T.E. Bidgeted 1, .98 .84 ST . ,62 .60 .62. .59 66" 4,29 2,%
.by County 1976-77 : { . . . .
¢ v f * .
(Ya) vy 7 ) .

| _Employee Salaries - 1, .85 ' .55 , .68 66 .1 65 .61 (67 44177.48  27124.89

. by County 1976-%7 . R v , . . R,

Y * = . .

( 5) % ) — - . 4 . R ' :
Total University . 1, 550 .67 W67 &N .63 J49 . 63 126597.32 . 89092,81 -
Budget less EFNEP : <R : 7. * o,

- (Ye) i r . " )

R . ’ ’ *i . . . -
Total EFNEP Budget o . £ 1, .91 * .90 .89 «75° .87 6853,57 12768,66
1976-77 (Y¥7) - ‘ . T ; o . . v _ .

& T . 3
- - N >, A .
EFNEP Adulte Home h & L. 1. 97 ) 35 .78 .93 .18 .22, ¢
Advisor F,T.E. (Yg) . 3 ‘ . ) # '
o 8 ’ ’ ¢ s *’f S Y. W % 7
’ EF\'EP Adult Home . % 1. \’ .90 n 71 , +86 3808 93 6865, 28
- Ad’visor Salaries ' - . 3 o Tt i .
Y9) - 3 4 7 L
( 9) R 1 :~» ,’ N ~ ;@' ‘ .
Tétal ENEP Adult " . / A Ll 80 L-j97  30699.00 56432.95
Budget 1976-77 (Y¥iq) . P ' s g - - S
Total ENEP Youth - : . . \ 1, .89  10688,39  21979.85
dget 1976-77. (Y11). ~ ' . .. . ]
-/};m ENEP Budget for .. Co ) . <"1, 61327.29  72207.64
ou nty 1976ﬂ7 (Y12)°. ~. ¥ ' L . ‘ .
(=4 '} lwb > ' . ¢ ?
. g N . * - < ; L
s Note: ﬂ’“wrrelations are signiﬁcant at the .05 1eve1 g - & 5, . ) s . ]
e . DR . o £ g*aé v > oy A
z A - " <. |
- . 3o °
¢
- - %, . ' s
i ‘ S L, ' : . 13
| » - - } . . [




N

R o L 43 GUTIMAN
, . - SCALE OF DIFFERENTTATION OF SOCIAL'PROGRAMS
‘ \ BY COOPERATIVE EXTENSION PERSONNEL

‘

r x

Y

L N IN 58 CALIFORNIA COUNTIES ~

. PROPORTION OF SAMPLE

-

11

NUMBER OF ERRORS

_ ' (s % o
STEP NUMBER-  CONTENT , DISCRIMINATED BY ITEM
. s i'__"_— 1 N
T County Director .98 0.
Ce s -4} Youth Advisor .98, ' 0
2 Family & Consumer Sciences (:-6.7 4
3  Home Economist/ Home Advisor 47 R ® -7
4 _ Public Service .26, . 6
5 Expanded Nutrition & Education :
Cr Program (ENEP) .17 - 4
6 Public Afifairs . . .10 4
o ’ ‘ . .
7 Public Policy. .07 3
. s i ¥
* Coefficient of Scalability = .663
& N ~-~

.
B .
t ' .

‘. ‘
t
Using the Goodenough technique ) ,
2 ' .
. - ( o 4 '
)—'D . . ' LN
SOURCE: (;ooperat,ive Extension Pgrsonnel‘ Di rectory, 1976,.
. University of California Special Publication 305%
February 1976 -
] — . ' .
- . , Lh ] ) 1
- - ¢
¢ f ) N . ]
“"l.‘l °
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}i Table‘S: Multipie Regression Analysis Relgting Agricultural“énd Social Conditions to Level

§ s ; of Cooperative Extensio:7§upport. 56 Californﬁ§%Counties - )

7 fev - N -

el [' L B ** N )
Independent ) Dependent Variables. . ’ : . \
Variables

Social Program

Crop Diversity

Total County

]# F.T.E. Budgeted

Employee Salaries

Total?Universit

A11 eqagtions in this Table are signlficant at the..OS level -
\) “a is significant at the .05 level 1

A P P by £
&3 L

-

[:R\!:s the unstandardized regression coefficient; Beta is the standardized regression coefficient

s

AN :

Scale Score Index Score ¢+ Budget ~ by County by County Budget, less
; ! . . EFNEP
I - -
' / bl Beta b - Beta b Beta ) b Beta b Beta b ‘ Bet%
Factor 1: ‘<j , )
Modern Rational- )
3 - o ¢ % - ':’d * - % .
Agriculture, .62 .39 v 1.58 .54 44363.96 .68, 1.96 ., .58 |~ 24044.11 .64. 72503.44° .81 -
. . ”, ~ & , x
! ) . - . .
Eagtor 2 ‘ i .
. Rural -Isolation N ) & g 7
%l - . : i " - % )
& Poverty -.92 -.57 -1.43 =.48 " | -32199.16 -.49 | .-1.71 -.51 *| -18524.74 -.49 = |-31719:42 435
d , o ‘ -
Factor 3: . . :
E— . . | F
. Traditional Family ) ~ _ r .

. Farming .06 .03 -.34 -,11¢" | -6120,59 -,09 |° - b4, - -3519.12 -.09 |-12000.81 .12
'Regression Constant { / ‘e 3467 7 3,81 8144854 4,32 44528.73 127460.24
2l ‘ E : - e *

R © Adjusted 46 .53 . .72 .62 .67 , .81
S l‘l .
i




! Independent

Dependent  Variables' °

] . e oy
Total EFNEP

Total ENEP

, Variables X # EFNEP Adult Home | EFVEP Adult Home | Total ENEP - 4
. ’ Hudget Advisor F.T.E. |' Advisor Salaries| Adult Budget Youth Budget Budget for
‘, . J e »
*b b Beta b Beta b .. Beta
. . ¢ . . ‘ .
ctor 1:, - - '
Modern Rational . . . - e .
~ I ’ . % i - % % o * | o '
. A‘griculture .4842.48 .38 - .16 .51 3592.85. .52 24594.58 .45 0537‘86.20 26" 31347.43 .43
: . o . b /
- . T - N \/ - i ’
‘Factor 2: : . \
LT Rural Isolation o ' P ’ S
e .o . . - ) % f N 2 | d .
& Poverty ~6921.14 -.54 -.16 -.50 ~3306.94 -.48 -30004.03 -.55 -10869.89 ~-.49 -38223.52--.52
)'_‘\:‘ } ' ( ‘\ 2 ‘
\\ \ . °
4 .7 f.’ * «
{ naifsi"\amilﬁ | ) TN : T ‘ . , o
Fatmivk| . .679.63. .05 05 .16 | 918.76 :1 7708.94 .13 573.95 .02 8590.85 .11
- N "t‘ . . |! ‘ " ‘ .
Regression Constant|| 6951.84 .18 < 3867.67 . '731102.29 - 10822;14
P ' @
.. Adjusted N .50 . 49 A

Total ENEP
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COOPERRTIVE EXTENSION SPECIALIZATIONS , )

SOCIAL PROGRAM
SPECIALIZATIONS . .

[; , v

H
County Director -
Commenity Resource- *

-. Development
4-H Youth Advisor
Public Service

Home, Economist/
$§§£ Adviser -~
3 Family & Consumer

- Sciences
‘ENEP -.Adult .
~ 4-H Youth Staff
Assistant

-, ENEP -_Youth Adult.

Staff Assistant
Public Affairs
Special Programs/
. Special Proj. p
{;ENE? - N
Field Assistants /SRA‘
ReBources & Environment -
Pesticide Research-
Studies

4-H Youth Program Leader

4-H Livastock Leader R

" Training -

Migrant Education
Program
Public Po]mcy -

£ Lx

- T

APPENDIX TABLE 1

w o~

¢ . -

GENERAL AG.

SPECIALIZATIONS

«

- Farm Adwisor

©

Yegetables/Veg Crops

Field Crops

Hortitulturé Advisor

Enviranmental o~
Horticulture

KWoody Ornamentals/
Ornamental
Horticulture

Soils

Water/Water Quality

Livestock

‘Range/Range Improvement

Feed Crops/Crops
Fruit Crops/Deciduous
* “Fruits )
Pasture & Range
Hildlife ”
General Agriculture

_ Fruit & Wuts

Row Crops
Seed Crops/Seed
Production -
Irrigation
Drainage
Weeds/Need Control
Forage Crops/Forage
Entomology

¥

. Plant Pathology™’

Pathology
Feed Lots
Agroncmy
Waste Management
Landscape Horticul ture

CROP DIVERSITY

—— SPECTALFZATIONS

A

-

Turf/Turfgrass

Poultry -

Floricul ture

ViticuTture/Vines/
Hine Grape

;Q Beef

i Citrus
Almonds o

“ Halnuts

Prunes .
Peaches
Rice -
Sugar Beet§§
Dairy
Wintenr Cerea]s/ ‘
Winter Grains
Christmas Trees
‘Brapes
Cotton
‘Forestry/Forest Advisor
Alfalfa
Nurseries
. Avocado™
Strawberries
Area Marine Advisor

P
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FOOTMOTES ~ : R

€

" Dean MacCannell. This paper is drawn from a portion of the data émei1ed

-

in the course of his California Agricultural Experiment Station project

¢
LY

entitled "Macro-Social Accounting System for Ca]ifornia.". RN

whichuproéfded for the direct payment of federa} fundé.td séates that ;

established, agr1cu1tura] (research) experiment stat1ons

#

< . r _'.; \ N .
¥hich establwshed the state agr1cu1tura1 ‘extension serv1ces throyghout -
¢ |

’

Clarke, “Farmers IMstitutes and Un1vers1ty Exten51on in AgrlcuTture
\l

4

Hunt Report of the Co]1ege of Agriculture and .the ﬂgr1cu7tura1

Exper\ment Station of the Un1vers1gy of California From July 1, 1912 >

to Jhne 30, 1913, pg. xu..

- . - $ s

United States Statutes at Large XXXVIII, part II, Pp. 3722374 (Smith-
Lever Act of Hay 14, 1914) L
Teague, “Outline of Cooperative Extension in California," bg. 3.

For a’fuller discussion of these factors see MacCannell's “Variations

f s

in Cafiforria Agriéh]ture" papef. . . 0
Appendax Table i gives two complete listingof all Cooperanvo Extension °
Spec1a112at1ons 1nc1uded under each of the thréZQSpec1a11zat1on types
bbcCanne]], "Vqr1a»1ons in“California Agr1 ulture," pg. 1. ' . ;%i
<lg§gﬁggcores refer}to the toté] number of éeciéliiétions each county . é
Has in each of the spécialization:.typeé mettibned sbove. Theser  * .- ) [ %
Spec1a11zat1ons are added_up to give eaéh county's index score for ‘/" ) .ki
each type. . ° . o ' :

\ ;3() L . ,

) * i \ '

’ . s < - -4 .
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[1

Federal support is measured in terms of the Government s EFNEP (Expanded
Food and Nutrition Education Program). program actnyitles in v%@iousA'
California counties,, ,
The standardlzed*regression coeffﬁblents which ‘show the ﬁrOportlen of over.)
all variance ac&ounted for by one variable, when a11 the other variables in

the\equatxon are held constant,

The

by th
Fujlmoto, "The People and the University:
Redirection of Priorities for Un1ver51ty Research, "
California State Assembly Subcommlttee on Post- Secondary Edu

"Study Plan: Uﬂ&ver51ty of California Cooperative Exten51on.

ver-all per cent of the var1at10n ‘in the dependent variable explalned
independent va bles operatlng 301nt1y. ‘

A Conference’ to Initiate the

R
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